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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1. In view of the Appeal Brief filed on 09/07/2004, PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
REOPENED. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 25 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection as set forth below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. Claim 23 rejected under 35 U.S.C, 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention, 
"the portable device is a PCMCIA card which incorporates a Bluetooth transmitter and 
the first device is a PCMCIA port". The specification does not explain how a "portable 
device is a" PCMCIA card or the specification does not explain how the first device "is a" 
PCMCIA port. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 - 3, 14 - 17, 19 - 21 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Southerland (U.S. Patent Number 6,292,898, hereafter 
"Southerland") in view of Varadharajan et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,887,063, hereafter 
"Varadharajan"). 

4. Regarding Claims 1 and 25, Sutherland discloses 

placing a first device in an enclosure (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28); 

placing a second device in the enclosure(Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28); 

sealing the enclosure while the first device and the second device are in the 
enclosure (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28). 

Southerland discloses that the first and second devices are interconnected 
(Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28), Southerland does not explicitly discloses that the 
first device to exchange a key with the second device while the first device and the 
second device are in the enclosure and while the enclosure is sealed, removing the first 
device and the second device from the enclosure after the key exchange; and using the 
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key to allow the first device and the second device to communicate with each other 
using methods of encryption outside the enclosure. However, Varadharajan discloses a 
first device to exchange a key with the second device, removing the first device and the 
second device from the enclosure after the key exchange; and using the key to allow 
the first device and the second device to communicate with each other using methods 
of encryption (Varadharajan Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4 and Column 5 lines 4 - 
16). 

5. Motivation to combine the invention of Southerland with Varadharajan's 
teachings comes from the need for securing transactions sent between the first and the 
second device. Southerland provide a discussion for the need of security but silent as to 
the specific details of the technological key exchange involved; see Southerland 
Column 1 lines 1 2 - 28 and Column 7 line 57 - Column 8 line 1 9). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to combine 
Southerland's with Varadharajan because security is needed for the key exchange of 
Varadharajan and because Southerland provides details of secure and sealed 
enclosure to interconnect two devices. Southerland could have been modified by 
Varadharajan to arrive at the claimed invention by having the first and the second 
devices in the secure enclosure and logically exchanging a key to communicate with 
each other outside the secure environment. 



Application/Control Number: 09/717,513 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2136 

6, Regarding Claim 14, Sutherland discloses 

placing a first device into an enclosure (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28); 

connecting the first device to a transmitter, wherein the transmitter is connected 
to a first end of an cord device the first end of the cord device being inside the enclosure 
(Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28). Southerland discloses the cord device has a 
second end which is interconnected to the second device (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 
8 - 28), Southerland does not explicitly disclose the cord device has a second end 
which is outside the enclosure; and wherein the method further is comprised of 
connecting a second device, which lies outside the enclosure, to the second end of the 
cord device; and after connecting the first device to the first end of the cord device and 
after connecting the second device to the second end of the cord device, causing the 
first device to exchange a key with the second device while the first device is in the 
sealed enclosure; removing the first device from the enclosure after the key exchange; 
and using the key to allow the first device and the second device to communicate with 
each other using methods of encryption with the first device outside of the enclosure. 
However, Varadharajan discloses a first device to exchange a key with a second (cord) 
device wherein disclose the cord device has a second end which is outside the 
enclosure; and wherein the method further is comprised of connecting a second device, 
which lies outside the enclosure, to the second end of the cord device; and after 
connecting the first device to the first end of the cord device and after connecting the 
second device to the second end of the cord device, causing the first device to 
exchange a key with the second device while the first device is in the sealed enclosure; 
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removing the first device from the enclosure after the key exchange; and using the key 
to allow the first device and the second device to communicate with each other using 
methods of encryption with the first device outside of the enclosure. (Varadharajan 
Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4 and Column 5 lines 4 - 16). 

7. Motivation to combine the invention of Southerland with Varadharajan's 
teachings comes from the need for securing transactions sent between the first and the 
second device. Southerland provide a discussion for the need of security but silent as to 
the specific details of the technological key exchange involved; see Southerland 
Column 1 lines 12 - 28 and Column 7 line 57 - Column 8 line 19). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to combine 
Southerland's with Varadharajan because security is needed for the key exchange of 
Varadharajan and because Southerland provides details of secure and sealed 
enclosure to interconnect two devices. Southerland could have been modified by 
Varadharajan to arrive at the claimed invention by having the first and the second 
devices in the secure enclosure and logically exchanging a key to communicate with 
each other outside the secure environment. 

8. Regarding Claim 19, Sutherland discloses 

means for causing a first device to exchange a key (interconnected to 
accomplish desired functionality) with a second device (Southerland Column 11 lines 8 
-28); 
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means for preventing a third device from determining a key which is exchanged 
between the first device and the second device (Southerland Column 7 line 43 - 
Column 8 line 19), and 

wherein the means for preventing the third device from determining the key is 
comprised of an enclosure having a filtering material (Southerland Column 7 line 43 - 
Column 8 line 1 9 and Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28); 

wherein the enclosure is adapted to that it can completely surrounded both the 
first device and the second device in order to prevent the third device from determining 
the key (Southerland Column 7 line 43 - Column 8 line 19 and Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28). 

Southerland does not explicitly discloses that the first device to exchange a key 
with the second device. However, Varadharajan discloses a first device to exchange a 
key with the second device (Varadharajan Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4 and 
Column 5 lines 4 - 16). 

9. Motivation to combine the invention of Southerland with Varadharajan's 
teachings comes from the need for securing transactions sent between the first and the 
second device. Southerland provide a discussion for the need of security but silent as to 
the specific details of the technological key exchange involved; see Southerland 
Column 1 lines 1 2 - 28 and Column 7 line 57 - Column 8 line 1 9). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to combine 
Southerland's with Varadharajan because security is needed for the key exchange of 
Varadharajan and because Southerland provides details of first and second device in an 
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enclosure to interconnect two devices. Southerland could have been modified by 
Varadharajan to arrive at the claimed invention by having the first and the second 
devices in the enclosure and logically exchanging a key to communicate with each 
other and to prevent a third device from detecting the key. 

10. Claim 2 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 1 . Furthermore, 
Varadharajan discloses using the key to allow the first device and the second device to 
communicate with each other using methods of authentication outside the enclosure 
(Varadharajan Column 2 lines 19-28 and Column 3 lines 16 - 37). 

11. Claim 3 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 1 . Furthermore, 
Southerland discloses 

the first device is electronic (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28); and 
the second device is electronic (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28). 

12. Claim 15 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 14. Furthermore, 
Sutherland discloses that the cord device is comprised of an electrical cord 
(Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28). 

13. Claim 16 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 14. Furthermore, 
Sutherland discloses that the cord device is comprised of an optical cord (Southerland 
Column 11 lines 8 -28). 
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14. Claim 17 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 14. Furthermore, 
Varadharajan discloses that the cord device is comprised of a radio transmitter 
(Varadharajan Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4 and Column 5 lines 4-16). 

15. Claim 20 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 19. Furthermore, 
Sutherland discloses that the enclosure is adapted so that the first and second devices 
can be simultaneously placed into the enclosure and the enclosure can be sealed 
(Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28). 

16. Claim 21 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 14. Furthermore, 
Varadharajan discloses that the first and second devices exchange the key in a wireless 
manner (Varadharajan Column 2 lines 59 - 65). 

17. Claims 4 - 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Southerland (U.S. Patent Number 6,292,898, hereafter "Southerland") in view of 
Varadharajan et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,887,063, hereafter "Varadharajan"). 
further in view Reidinger et al. (U.S. Patent Number 4,915,222, hereafter "Reidinger"). 

18. Claim 4 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 1. Furthermore, 
Southerland and Varadharajan disclose first and second device transmit and receive 
information to and from each other in a sealed enclosure (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 
8-28 and Varadharajan Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4 and Column 5 lines 4 - 
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16). Southerland and Varadharajan, even when taken together, do not explicitly disclose 
the enclosure is a plastic bag coated wherein the filtering material of the enclosure 
prevents electromagnetic radiation of a particular bandwidth from escaping from the 
enclosure. However, Reidinger discloses a protective enclosure that will be sealed, 
which provides electromagnetic protection wherein the enclosure is a plastic bag coated 
with a filtering material wherein the filtering material of the enclosure prevents 
electromagnetic radiation of a particular bandwidth from escaping from the enclosure 
(Reidinger Column 3 lines 9-15 and Column 5 line 57 - Column 6 line 20). 

19. Motivation to combine the invention of Southerland and Varadharajan with 
Reidinger's teachings comes from the need for securing transactions sent between the 
first and the second device by providing the enclosure made out of a plastic bag and 
providing protection from electromagnetic radiation. Southerland provide a discussion 
for the need of such alternatives but silent as to the specific details of the plastic 
enclosure; see Southerland Column 7 line 57 - Column 8 line 39). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to combine 
Southerland and Varadharajan with Reidinger because security is needed for the key 
exchange of Varadharajan and because Southerland provides details of first and 
second device in an enclosure to interconnect two devices while Reidinger provides 
protection from electromagnetic radiation and secure environment, thus preventing the 
intruder from gaining access to the information while the two devices are transmitting 
data and exchanging keys. 
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20, Claim 6 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 1 . Furthermore, 
Southerland and Varadharajan disclose first and second device transmit and receive 
information to and from each other in a sealed enclosure (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 
8-28 and Varadharajan Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4) and the enclosure is a 
container having sides comprised of a filtering material (Southerland Column 7 line 43 
- Column 8 line 19 and Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28), Southerland and Varadharajan, even 
when taken together, do not explicitly disclose that the filtering material of the enclosure 
prevents electromagnetic radiation of a particular bandwidth from escaping from the 
enclosure. However, Reidinger discloses the enclosure is a container having sides 
comprised of a filtering material wherein the filtering material of the enclosure prevents 
electromagnetic radiation of a particular bandwidth from escaping from the enclosure 
(Reidinger Column 3 lines 9-15 and Column 5 line 57 - Column 6 line 20). 

21 . Motivation to combine the invention of Southerland and Varadharajan with 
Reidinger's teachings comes from the need for securing transactions sent between the 
first and the second device by providing the enclosure protection from electromagnetic 
radiation. Southerland provide a discussion for the need of such alternatives but silent 
as to the specific details of the enclosure made out of plastic; see Southerland Column 
7 line 57 - Column 8 line 39). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention to combine Southerland and Varadharajan with 
Reidinger because security is needed for the key exchange of Varadharajan and 
because Southerland provides details of first and second device in an enclosure to 
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interconnect two devices while Reidinger provides protection from electromagnetic 
radiation and secure environment, thus preventing the electromagnetic radiation of a 
particular bandwidth from escaping from the enclosure while the two devices are 
transmitting data and exchanging keys. 

22. Claim 10 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 1. Furthermore, 
Southerland and Varadharajan disclose first and second device transmit and receive 
information to and from each other in a sealed enclosure (Southerland Column 11 lines 
8-28 and Varadharajan Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4 and Column 5 lines 4 - 
16) and the enclosure is a container having sides comprised of a filtering material 
(Southerland Column 7 line 43 - Column 8 line 19 and Column 1 1 lines 8 - 28), 
Southerland and Varadharajan, even when taken together, do not explicitly disclose that 
the enclosure is comprised of a first and a second compartment; wherein the first and 
second compartment are separated by a separation device; and wherein the method 
further comprises placing the first device in the first compartment and the second device 
in the second compartment. However, Reidinger discloses that the enclosure is 
comprised of a first and a second compartment; wherein the first and second 
compartment are separated by a separation device; and wherein the method further 
comprises placing the first device in the first compartment and the second device in the 
second compartment (Reidinger Column 3 lines 9-15 and Column 5 line 57 - Column 
6 line 20). 
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23. Motivation to combine the invention of Southerland and Varadharajan with 
Reidinger's teachings comes from the need for providing a separate compartment for 
the first and second device. Southerland provide a discussion for the need of such 
alternatives but silent as to the specific details of the separating the devices; see 
Southerland Column 7 line 57 - Column 8 line 39). It would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention to combine Southerland and 
Varadharajan with Reidinger because security is needed for the key exchange of 
Varadharajan and because Southerland provides details of first and second device in an 
enclosure to interconnect two devices while Reidinger provides first and second 
compartment in a secure environment, thus preventing the intruder from gaining access 
to the information while the two devices are transmitting data and exchanging keys. 

24. Claim 5 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 4. Furthermore, Reidinger 
discloses a protective container with two devices that will be sealed, which provides 
electromagnetic protection, wherein the filtering material is comprised of metal 
(Reidinger Column 1 line 49 - Column 2 line 20). 

25. Claim 7 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 6. Furthermore, Reidinger 
discloses a protective container with two devices that will be sealed, which provides 
electromagnetic protection, wherein the filtering material is comprised of metal 
(Reidinger Column 1 line 49 - Column 2 line 20). 
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26. Claim 8 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 6. Furthermore, Reidinger 
discloses that the enclosure is comprised of transparent material (glass) and the filtering 
material is attached to the transparent material (glass) (Reidinger Column 2 line 53 - 
Column 3 line 28). 

27. Claim 9 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 6. Furthermore, Reidinger 
discloses the enclosure is comprised of plastic and the filtering material is attached to 
the plastic (Reidinger Column 3 lines 9-15 and Column 5 line 57 - Column 6 line 20). 

28. Claim 11 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 10. Furthermore, 
Reidinger discloses that the separation device when closed prevents the first device 
from communicating with the second device (Reidinger Column 3 lines 9-15 and 
Column 5 line 57 - Column 6 line 20), and Southerland and Varadharajan when 
together, discloses that the separation device when opened allows the first device to 
communicate with the second device (Southerland Column 1 1 lines 8-28 and 
Varadharajan Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4 and Column 5 lines 4 - 16). 

29. Claim 12 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 1 1 . Furthermore, 
Reidinger discloses that the separation device is composed of a door which can be 
opened after the enclosure is sealed (Reidinger Column 4 lines 1 1 - 51 and Column 4 
line 67). 
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30- Claim 13 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 12. Furthermore, 
Reidinger discloses that the enclosure is a plastic bag coated with a filtering material 
wherein the filtering material of the enclosure prevents electromagnetic radiation of a 
particular bandwidth from escaping from the enclosure (Reidinger Column 3 lines 9-15 
and Column 5 line 57 - Column 6 line 20). 

31. Claims 18, 22 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Varadharajan et al. (U.S. Patent Number 5,887,063, hereafter "Varadharajan") in 
view Lemilainen et al. (U.S. Patent Number 6,766,160, hereafter "Lemilainen"). 

32. Regarding Claim 22, Varadharajan discloses 

a transmitter (Varadharajan Column 4 linel - 34); 

a port for physically and electronically connecting the portable device to a first 
device (Varadharajan Column 4 linel - 34); 

wherein in a first mode the Bluetooth transmitter of the portable device locates a 
second device and performs a key exchange with the second device via a wireless 
channel (Varadharajan Column 4 linel - 34 and Column 5 lines 4-16); 

and wherein in a second mode the port of the portable device is physically and 
electronically connected to a first device so that the portable device can communicate 
with the first device; and wherein the portable device communicates a key to the first 
device obtained from the key exchange with the second device (Varadharajan Column 4 
linel - 34 and Column 5 lines). Varadharajan does not explicitly disclose that the 
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transmitter is a Bluetooth transmitter However, Lemilainen discloses a bluetooth-based 
communication wherein the Bluetooth transmitter of the portable device exchanges a 
key with the second device via a wireless channel (Lemilainen Column 7 lines 55 - 67 
and Column 8 lines 36 - 55). 

33. Motivation to combine the invention of Varadharajan with Lemilainen's teachings 
comes from the need for providing agreement (port) at a physical level and 
electronically connecting to another device without the need for any action from a third 
party (user). Varadharajan provide a discussion for transmitting data between two 
devices with I.R. communication link and providing an I.R. transmitter to either to 
communicate with a device via an I.R. link or via a modem link as well as other sensors 
which signals the presence of another device, but silent as to the specific details of the 
Bluetooth transmitter; see Varadharajan Column 4 lines 23 - 61 and Column 5 lines 4 - 
27. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention to combine Varadharajan with Lemilainen because Bluetooth is wireless, 
inexpensive and does not require any user's input. 

33. Claim 18 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 14. Furthermore, 
Varadharajan discloses that the cord device is comprised of a radio transmitter 
(Varadharajan Column 2 line 33 - Column 3 line 4 and Column 5 lines 4-16). 
Varadharajan does not explicitly disclose that the transmitter is a Bluetooth transmitter 
However, Lemilainen discloses a bluetooth-based communication wherein the Bluetooth 
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transmitter of the portable device exchanges a key with the second device via a 
wireless channel (Lemilainen Column 7 lines 55 - 67 and Column 8 lines 36 - 55). 

34. Motivation to combine the invention of Varadharajan with Lemilainen's teachings 
comes from the need for providing agreement (port) at a physical level and 
electronically connecting to another device without the need for any action from a third 
party (user). Varadharajan provide a discussion for transmitting data between two 
devices with I.R. communication link and providing an I.R. transmitter to either to 
communicate with a device via an I.R. link or via a modem link as well as other sensors 
which signals the presence of another device, but silent as to the specific details of the 
Bluetooth transmitter; see Varadharajan Column 4 lines 23 - 61 and Column 5 lines 4 - 
27. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention to combine Varadharajan with Lemilainen because Bluetooth is wireless, 
inexpensive and does not require any user's input. 

35. Claim 24 is rejected as applied above in rejecting Claim 22. Furthermore, 
Varadharajan discloses that the first device is a disc drive which can be electrically 
connected to the portable device (Varadharajan Column 2 line 59 - Column 3 line 9) 
and Lemilainen discloses that the portable device is in the shape of a floppy disc which 
incorporates a Bluetooth transmitter (Lemilainen Column 6 lines 49 - 66). 
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Conclusion 



36. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. See PTO Form 892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Pramila Parthasarathy whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3866. The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday - Thursday 8:00a.m. To 
3:00p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz Sheikh can be reached on 571-232-3795, The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR only. For more 
information about the PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Pramila Parthasarathy 
March 30, 2005. 
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